Brian Benison AT&T Services Inc. T: 202.457.3065
Director 1120 20" Street, NW  F: 202.457.3070
Federal Regulatory Suite 1000

Washington, DC 20032

January 12, 2010

ELECTRONIC SUBMISSION

Ms. Marlene H. Dortch

Secretary

Federal Communications Commission
445 12" Street S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20554

RE: Establishing Just and Reasonable Rates for Local Exchange Carriers
WC Docket No. 07-135

Dear Ms. Dortch:

On Monday, January 11, 2010, David Lawson of Sidley and Austin, LLC and Hank
Hultquist and the undersigned with AT&T, met with Priya Aiyar, Legal Advisor to
Chairman Genachowski, and Marcus Maher, Jennifer Prime, Al Lewis and John Hunter
of the Wireline Competition Bureau. All comments at this meeting were consistent with
AT&T’s filings in the above proceeding. The attached materials provided a basis for the
discussion.

Please call me if you have any questions.
Sincerely,
/s/ Brian J. Benison
Attachments
cc: Priya Aiyar
Marcus Maher
Jennifer Prime

Al Lewis
John Hunter
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This Problem was Dismissed in the CLEC
Access Charge Order

“"We are similarly unpersuaded by AT&T’'s argument that a rural
exemption will cause a proliferation of chat line providers in the
territories served by rural CLECs. We recognize that AT&T has alleged
that, in certain circumstances, it violates the Act for a LEC with relatively high
access rates (such as a NECA carrier) to serve a chat line provider as a
means of increasing the LEC's access traffic. It appears that the conduct that
AT&T challenges in these proceedings grows out of the arbitrage opportunity
created by the higher access rates charged by rural NECA carriers. However,
we are skeptical that the rural exemption that we create today will
add markedly to AT&T’s problem in this regard. The FCC recently
reported that non-price cap incumbent carriers served in excess of 12 million
lines in the U.S. The bulk of these carriers either charge NECA access rates
or something similar. Adding less than one percent to the number of rural
lines eligible for higher access rates seems highly unlikely to increase
dramatically the arbitrage opportunities involving chat line providers.”

Paragraph 71 of the CLEC Access Charge Order (2001)
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MOUs: Pumping CLECs vs. Largest ILEC

Q “Rural” Pumping CLECs are terminating three
to five times as many minutes as the Largest
ILEC.

Iowa Minnesota South Dakota

Notes: September, 2009 Interstate Terminating MOU
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Expenses: CLEC Pumping vs. Non Pumping

O AT&T expense associated with 12 Pumping CLECs
continues to grow. As of September these account for
40% of total expenses for more than 700 CLECs.

0 Pumpers, however, generally serve few if any legitimate
customers and offer no real competitive benefits.

February 2009 Expense September 2009 Expense

12
Pumpers
All 33%
Others
(700+)
67%

All
Others
(700+)
60%

Note: Interstate Terminating Usage Expense
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NECA Band 8 ICOs vs.
12 Pumping “"Rural” Exempt CLECs

0 “Rural Exempt” Pumping CLECs clearly are not in the
same business as NECA Band 8 ICOs

Company
Est. Terminating Annual MOU | Companies | Average MOU
1,000,000,000 10% 493 2,028,398

9,000,000,000 90% 12 750,000,000

493 Band 8
NECA
10%
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The Right Rate for Traffic Pumpers

A traffic pumping LEC with typical NECA band 8 cost structure that
generates monthly volume of 3.5 million minutes could recover its
costs and a reasonable return by charging less than one third of a
cent per minute. But even that greatly overstates the rate needed
by traffic pumping LECs to recover their costs and earn a return,
because the cost structure for traffic pumping LECs is not remotely
similar to that of Band 8 ILECs. As the FCC has pointed out, the
additional cost of serving more minutes are very low or zero.*

*See, e.g., Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Establishing Just and Reasonable Rates for
Local Exchange Carriers, WC Docket No. 07-136, 9§ 14 (released Oct. 2, 2007) ("It is
well established that there is a large fixed cost to purchasing a local switch and that
the marginal or incremental cost of increasing the capacity of a local switch is low
(some contend that it is zero.”).
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Telecom

New Applications

Terms of Service | Privacy Policy

Home | Sign up/Sign in | Rates | About US

New Rates

New Services Online

We have added a few services for instant automated
provisioning off our webpage. You could have a money
making business in just a few minutes.

You will need to upload your own sounds for each
application. You can learn which sounds are required
from our Sound List

A Party Line style conference system, with voicemail,
multiple conference rooms and one on one conferences.
Ideal if you want to start your own social or dating
service. Live demo +1 218 339 8100

A Simple Conference system. Callers are prompted to
enter a conference number, and are placed into that
conference with no pin. Live demo +1 218 339 8200

A single conference with optional pin. This is ideal for a
virtual office’ where workers from all over can
collaborate, or for family get togethers.

A Business Conference system that lets you have full
control over allowed conferences and pins. Ideal for
people who wish to resell conferencing solutions. We
make a request to your webserver in realtime with
information about the caller and conference number, and
you can specify whether its valid or not, and an optional

pin.

A polling service. Callers can call in, enter their
selection, we post the data immediately to your
webserver. This is ideal for telemarketers who want to
have a automated do not call list, or for people who
want to conduct surveys by phone.

http://www.trxtel.com/

TRX has increased the payment rates

We have increased the amount we pay per minute. The
new rates are listed on our rates page. In addition we
have modified our Terms of Service lowering the
minimum you must have earned before we make a
payment to $20.

About TRX Telecommunications

The phone company that pays you

TRX Telecommunications, Inc. provides hosted voice
applications and pay you per minute each time someone
calls them. These are regular US geographic numbers,
not premium or 900 numbers. We want to spur
innovations by allowing some products and services to
come to light a lower cost, which might not have been
available in the first place. Find out more about us

1/12/2010
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® Copyright 2006 TRX Telecommunications, Inc. All Rights Reserved.
All Trademarks mentioned herein belong to their respective owners.
Privacy Policy | Terms of Service
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TRX Telecommunications - The phone company that pays you Page 1 of 1

Terms of Service | Privacy Policy

Home | Sign up/Sign in | Rates | About US

These are the rates that we pay for every minute of inbound to one of our DIDs (local numbers). The more you use the
more we pay per minute. Feel free to use as many minutes as you want, subject to our Terms of Service. TRX
Telecommunications, Inc. reserves the right to amend this rate schedule at any time. These rates are paid only for
Interlata calls, what is generally refered to as long distance'. While calls can originate from the same state as these
numbers, they wont be compensatable if they are made from within the same LATA.

Minutes per month Amount per minute
0-12,000,000 $0.0025
12,000,001-18,000,000 $0.0035
18,000,001+ $0.05

You will receive the amount per minute for the tier that you fall inte on all your minutes. If you have 12,000,001 minutes in a
given month all of those minutes will receive $0.0035/minute.

® Copyright 2006 TRX Telecommunications, Inc. All Rights Reserved.
All Trademarks mentioned herein belong to their respective owners.
Privacy Policy | Terms of Service

http://www.trxtel.com/rates.html 1/12/2010



James E. Magleby (7247)
Christine T. Greenwood (8187)
Jason A. McNeill (9711)
MAGLEBY & GREENWOOD, P.C.
170 South Main Street, Suite 350
Salt Lake City, Utah 84101-3605
Telephone: 801.359.9000
Facsimile: 801.359.9011

Attorneys for Plaintiffs Free Conference Call Holdings, Inc. and
Free Conferencing Corporation

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
DISTRICT OF UTAH, CENTRAL DIVISION

FREE CONFERENCE CALL COMPLAINT
HOLDINGS, INC., a Georgia corporation,
and FREE CONFERENCING and
CORPORATION., a Nevada corporation,
JURY DEMAND
Plaintiffs,
V.
POWERHOUSE COMMUNICATIONS,
LLC, a Utah limited liability company, and
DARIN ROHEAD, an individual, Civil No.
Defendants. Honorable

Plaintiffs Free Conference Call Holdings, Inc. (“FCCH”) and Free Conferencing
Corporation (“Free Conferencing”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs” or “FCC.com”) by and through
counsel of record MAGLEBY & GREENWOOD, P.C., hereby complain against Defendant
Powerhouse Communications, LLC (“Powerhouse”) and Darin Rohead (“Rohead”) (collectively,

“Defendants”) as follows:



PARTIES

L. Plaintiff Free Conference Call Holdings, Inc. is a Georgia corporation, and the
predecessor in interest to Plaintiff Free Conferencing Corporation, a Nevada corporation. At all
relevant times, these companies have conducted business in Utah, and other states within the
United States.

2, Defendant Powerhouse is a Utah limited liability company which has at all
relevant times conducted business in Utah, and other states within the United States.

3. Defendant Darin Rohead is a Utah resident, and upon information and belief, is

the managing member of PowerHouse.

4. Defendants Powerhouse and Rohead may be collectively referred to below as
“Defendants.”
VENUE AND JURISDICTION
5. This Court has jurisdiction over this action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1332,

Diversity Jurisdiction, and 28 U.S.C. § 2201, the Declaratory Judgment Act. This action is

between Plaintiffs, corporations organized under the laws of Georgia and Nevada, and
PowerHouse and Rohead, a Utah company and Utah citizen. The amount in controversy exceeds
$100,000.

6. The Court has supplemental jurisdiction over all related state law claims under 28
U.S.C. § 1367.

7. Venue is proper in this District pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1391.




FACTS
The Business Model for FreeConferenceCall.com

8. FCC.com is in the business of providing the public (hereinafter “users™) with
audio conference call capabilities, at no extra charge beyond the cost of the telephone call for the
conferencing capabilities.

9. FCC.com promotes its services by, among other things, its website at
www.freeconferencecall.com.

10.  FCC.com provides its services by contracting with local telephone companies,
sometimes called an “Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier” (“ILEC”).

11.  The ILECs agree to allow FCC.com to collocate conferencing bridges and other
audio conferencing equipment in their facilities.

12.  The telephone companies then provide FCC.com with a series of telephone
numbers dedicated to the conferencing equipment.

13.  FCC.com then advertises free conferencing services, and provides the numbers
from the ILECs to interested users.

14.  Thus, the user can dial one of the numbers provided by FCC.com and access and
use the conferencing equipment at no extra charge beyond the regular charges for the cost of the
telephone call.

15.  Inturn, the ILEC compensates FCC.com for the traffic on its lines by paying
FCC.com a certain amount of money for every minute used by the user on the conference call

(the “Minutes” or the “Minute Rate™).



16.  Each ILEC is only willing to pay a certain maximum Minute Rate to utilize
FCC.com’s conference call services, depending on location, volume and other factors.

17.  Thus, the terms, especially Minute Rate terms, of each contract with an ILEC
differ one with another, and are kept strictly confidential.

The Consulting Agreement

18. On or about February 23, 2004, FCC.com and Rohead, on behalf of Powerhouse
Communications, LLC (“PowerHouse”), executed a written agreement providing for certain
consulting and other services (the “Consulting Agreement”).

19.  Pursuant to the Consulting Agreement, Defendants agreed to provide services to
locate and negotiate with ILECs who were interested in obtaining telephone traffic through
FCC.com.

20.  Inreturn, FCC.com agreed to pay Rohead a certain amount of the net revenue that
FCC.com realized from collection of its Minute Rate with each particular ILEC that was
obtained through Rohead’s services.

21.  The higher the Minute Rate that Rohead was able to extract from the ILEC on
behalf of FCC.com, the more revenues that FCC.com would realize from the ILEC.

22.  Conversely, the lower the Minute Rate that Rohead extracted from the ILEC on
behalf of FCC.com, the less the revenue would be that FCC.com would realize from the ILEC.

Defendants’ Obligations to Maximize FCC.com’s Income and
Duty of Good Faith and Fair Dealing

23. Among other terms, the Consulting Agreement provided that Powerhouse would
locate and refer ILECs interested in doing business with FCC.com, and would “use its best

efforts to perform the terms and conditions of the Agreement,” and that the parties would



“conduct their business in relation to this Agreement in an ethical, moral and financially sound
manner....”

24, Defendants also promised “to keep secret and retain in the strictest
confidence.. .trade secrets, know how lists, pricing policies, customer lists, and other business
information....”

Defendants’ Obligation Not to Compete

25.  Defendants further agreed to “not engage in, or attempt to engage in, nor
encourage or support any other person or entity to engage in, any business relationship with said
entities that would compete with the terms and obligations set forth in this Agreement.”

Defendants’ Fiduciary Obligation

26. Subsequent to the entry of the Consulting Agreement, Defendants engaged in
negotiations with various ILECs on behalf of FCC.com.

27.  Defendants were obligated to negotiate for FCC.com’s benefit the highest
possible Minute Rate that each ILEC would agree to pay FCC.com.

28.  Innegotiating with the ILECs, Defendants would typically communicate to
FCC.com the maximum Minute Rate that particular ILEC would agree to pay for FCC.com’s
services, and if acceptable to FCC.com, then FCC.com and the ILEC would execute a
agreement.

29.  Rohead would typically draft the agreements for FCC.com, and would obtain the

signatures from FCC.com and the ILECs.



30.  Rohead was the primary, if not exclusive, contact between FCC.com and the
ILECs. Rohead was given access to, and possessed, relevant knowledge, influence, and
bargaining power for FCC.com when negotiating with the ILECS on FCC.com’s behalf.

31.  FCC.com expected and reasonably relied upon Rohead to act in FCC.com’s best
interest and govern himself honestly and appropriately, and to act in FCC.com’s best interest,
when negotiating deals for FCC.com with the ILECs.

Defendants’ Breaches and Wrongful Conduct

32.  Unbeknownst to FCC.com, at the same time he was purporting to negotiate on
behalf of FCC.com with each ILEC, including while negotiating a Minute Rate for FCC.com,
Rohead was also negotiating and demanding that, in addition to the Minute Rate to be paid to
FCC.com for its services, each ILEC would also pay Rohead or Powerhouse an additional
amount for the same conference calls from which each ILEC was to pay FCC.com (the
“PowerHouse Minute Rate”).

33.  Defendants, either separately, together, or though other entities or agents, entered
into agreements with the same ILECs contracting with FCC.com (the “PowerHouse-ILEC
Agreements”), for the payment of the PowerHouse Minute Rate to Defendants (or affiliated
persons or entities).

34.  Each ILEC was only willing to pay a certain maximum amount per minute for
FCC.com’s services.

35.  The ILEC would not have paid the PowerHouse Minute Rate to Defendants, but

for the use of FCC.com’s services.



36.  The PowerHouse Minute Rate was calculated and based upon the use of
FCC.com’s services.

37.  But for the services provided by FCC.com, the ILECs would not have paid
Defendants the PowerHouse Minute Rate.

38.  But for the services provided by FCC.com, the ILECs would not have entered into
the PowerHouse-ILEC Agreements.

39. Because the ILECs were only willing to pay a certain maximum amount per
minute of conference call time using FCC.com’s services, Defendants were necessarily
negotiating against FCC.com’s financial and business interests in negotiating and accepting
payments from the ILEC for the PowerHouse Minute Rate.

40.  In other words, for each penny or dollar that Defendants received from the
PowerHouse Minute Rate paid by each ILEC, there was a corresponding loss to FCC.com.

41.  Upon information and belief, Defendants have represented other companies in
locating and negotiating with ILECs for minutes that would otherwise have been made available
to FCC.com.

42.  Upon information and belief, Defendants have engaged in other wrongful,
improper, or tortious conduct, to the injury and damage of FCC.com.

43.  Defendants’ actions created a direct conflict of interest between their financial
interests and those of FCC.com.

44.  Defendants’ actions constituted self-dealing, including because Defendants were

using FCC.com’s services to advance Defendants’ financial interest, instead of that of FCC.com.



45.  Defendants’ actions constituted direct competition with FCC.com, including
because Defendants were directly competing with FCC.com for the same source of revenue,
arising from the same services.

46.  Defendants requested and/or required that the ILECs not disclose to FCC.com the
existence of the side deals, i.¢., the PowerHouse-ILEC Agreements, between Defendants and the
ILECs.

47.  Defendants concealed and failed to disclose material facts to FCC.com, including
without limitation the facts that Defendants were negotiating with the ILECs for payment of the
PowerHouse Minute Rate that Defendants were representing other companies in locating and
negotiating with ILECs, that Defendants had the self-created conflict of interest between
Defendants’ financial interest and that of FCC.com, that Defendants were engaged in self-
dealing, that Defendants were in competition with FCC.com, and / or that Defendants had taken
steps to conceal the PowerHouse-ILEC Agreements from FCC.com.

48. Defendants’ conduct, including the concealment and omissions of material
information, was knowing, intentional and malicious.

FCC.com Discovers Defendants’ Unlawful Conduct

49.  In or about August 2007, FCC.com learned about Defendants’ unlawful and
improper conduct.

50.  Shortly after learning of Defendants’ improper actions, FCC.com confronted

Rohead.



51. In FCC.com’s discussion with Rohead, Rohead admitted to negotiating and
entering the above-referenced deals with the ILECs, and to receiving significant compensation
from each ILEC for the services FCC.com provided to the ILECs.

52.  To date, Defendants have refused, and continue to refuse, to identify the amount
of payments and profits realized from each ILEC.

53. To date, Defendants have refused, and continue to refuse, to provide any
documents or information relating to the PowerHouse-ILEC Agreements.

54.  FCC.com believes that Defendants have improperly diverted monies that would
have been paid to FCC.com in an amount estimated to be in the range of $4,000,000 to
$7,000,000.

FCC.com’s Lawful Termination of the Consulting Agreement

55.  As adirect consequence of Defendants’ unlawful conduct, including
Powerhouse’s material breaches of the Consulting Agreement and Defendants’ breaches of their
other duties, FCC.com lawfully terminated the Consulting Agreement.

56.  Defendants have asserted to Plaintiffs that Defendants are due and owing
consulting fees under the Consulting Agreement.

57. However, the monies due and owing FCC.com by Defendants arising from
Defendants’ unlawful conduct set forth above, far exceed any alleged amount owing Defendant
under the Consulting Agreement.

58.  Inaddition, FCC.com is excused from any past or further performance of the

Consulting Agreement, based upon Defendants” wrongful conduct.



59.  In addition, FCC.com is entitled to recover all amounts paid to Defendants,
including under a disgorgement theory.

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION
(Breach of Contract)
(Against Powerhouse)

60.  FCC.com incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.

61.  The Consulting Agreement constitutes a binding and enforceable contract
between FCC.com and Powerhouse.

62.  Plaintiff has performed all of its obligations and conditions precedent to the
contract.

63.  Defendant Powerhouse has materially breached the Agreement by the conduct set
forth above, including without limitation by competing with FCC over the compensation each
ILEC is willing to pay FCC.com for FCC.com’s services.

64.  As adirect and proximate cause of the breach, FCC.com is entitled to judgment
against Defendants for all damages incurred by FCC.com, including without limitation the return
of all monies paid to Defendants, in an amount to be determined, plus costs, interest, and
attorney fees.

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION
(Breach of Covenant of Good Faith and Fair Dealing)
(Against Powerhouse)
65.  FCC.com incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.

66.  The Consulting Agreement constitutes a binding and enforceable contract

between FCC.com and Powerhouse.
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67.  FCC.com has performed all of its obligations and conditions precedent to the
contract.

68.  Defendant Powerhouse was obligated not to destroy or injure Plaintiffs’ right to
receive the fruits of the agreement.

69.  Defendant’s obligation included, among other things, an implied covenant and
obligation not to engage in conduct that would destroy, injure, or otherwise negatively impact
FCC.com’s ability to obtain the most favorable Minute Rate with the ILECs, and to thereby
maximize FCC.com’s revenues.

70.  Defendant Powerhouse’s conduct is inconsistent with the agreed common purpose
of the agreement with FCC.com, and FCC.com’s justified expectations.

71.  Defendant’s actions constitute material breaches of its obligations of good faith
and fair dealing owed to FCC.com under the agreements.

72.  As adirect and proximate result of the breaches of the covenant of good faith and
fair dealing, FCC.com is entitled to judgment against Defendants for all damages incurred by
FCC.com, including without limitation the return of all monies paid to Defendants, in an amount
to be determined, plus costs, interest, and attorney fees.

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION
(Fraudulent Non-Disclosure / Fraudulent Concealment)
(Against Powerhouse and Rohead)
73.  FCC.com incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.
74.  Defendants had a legal duty to communicate to FCC.com, including the duty to

communicate to FCC.com the maximum amounts that the ILECs were willing to pay in

connection with obtaining FCC.com’s services, that Defendants were requesting and negotiating

11



on their own behalf for compensation and/or Minute Rates on top of the monies being demanded
by FCC.com, and other material information.

75.  Defendants intentionally did not disclose material information FCC.com.

76.  The material information not disclosed by Defendants to FCC.com, was known
by Defendants.

77.  Defendants by concealment or other action intentionally prevented FCC.com from
acquiring material information regarding the secret agreements and revenue Defendants were
requesting and obtaining from the ILECs in connection with FCC.com’s services.

78.  As a direct and proximate result of Defendants’ fraudulent conduct, FCC.com is
entitled to judgment against Defendants for all damages incurred by FCC.com, including without
limitation the return and disgorgement of all monies paid to Defendants, in an amount to be
determined, plus costs, interest, and attorney fees.

79.  The conduct by these Defendants was and is willful or malicious, or intentionally
fraudulent conduct, or conduct that manifests a knowing and reckless indifference toward, and
disregard of, FCC.com’s rights. Thus, FCC.com is entitled to an award of punitive damages

against them under Utah Code § 78-18-1.

FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Breach of Fiduciary Duty)
(Against Powerhouse and Rohead)
80.  FCC.com incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.

81.  Defendants were in a special relationship of trust and confidence with FCC.com,

and owed an existing and continuing duty to act with the utmost good faith and in FCC.com’s
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best interest, to, among other things, obtain the highest possible minute rates and not to injure
FCC.com’s economic and business interests.

82.  Defendants breached their duties to FCC.com and knowingly acted against
FCC.com’s interests.

83.  Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ breaches of fiduciary duty,
FCC.com is entitled to judgment against Defendants in an amount to be determined, including
without limitation the return and disgorgement of all monies paid to Defendants, plus costs,
interest, and attorney fees.

84.  The conduct by these Defendants was and is willful or malicious, or intentionally
fraudulent conduct, or conduct that manifests a knowing and reckless indifference toward, and
disregard of, FCC.com’s rights. Thus, FCC.com is entitled to an award of punitive damages

against them under Utah Code § 78-18-1.

FIFTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Tortious Interference with Business Relations)
(Against Powerhouse and Rohead)

85.  FCC.com incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.

86.  Defendants intentionally interfered with FCC.com’s existing and potential
economic relations with FCC.com’s clients, the ILECs, for an improper purpose and/or by
improper means.

87.  Defendants intentional interfering included, among other things, interfering with

FCC.com’s economic relationship with each ILEC by drawing away from FCC, and taking for

itself, various monetary incentives and other economic benefits, which FCC otherwise would

13



have been entitled to received from each ILEC had Defendants not engaged in the unlawful
conducts set forth above.

88.  Asadirect and proximate result of Defendants’ interference, FCC.com has been
damaged in an amount to be determined, including without limitation the return and
disgorgement of all monies paid to Defendants, plus costs, interest, and attorney fees.

89.  The conduct of these Defendants was and is willful or malicious, or intentionally
fraudulent conduct, or conduct that manifests a knowing and reckless indifference toward, and
disregard of, FCC.com’s rights. Thus, FCC.com is entitled to an award of punitive damages

against these Defendants under Utah Code § 78-18-1.

SIXTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Constructive Trust)
(Against Powerhouse and Rohead)

90.  FCC.com incorporates each of the preceding paragraphs by reference.

o1. Defendants have engaged in wrongful acts described above.

92. By virtue of their wrongful acts, including by secretly negotiating adverse to FCC
while simultaneously negotiating for FCC.com in relation to the ILECs, Defendants have been
unjustly enriched including by secretly realizing payment directly from ILECs of monies that
rightfully belong to FCC.com had Defendants acted lawfully.

93.  The monies wrongfully acquired by Defendants can be traced to Defendants’
wrongful behavior.

94.  Injustice will result if Defendants are allowed to keep money or property that

rightfully belongs to FCC.com.
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95.  FCC.com is entitled to an equitable and constructive trust against Defendants for
all monies Defendants received as a result of their secret negotiations and agreements formed
directly with the ILECs, and for all monies paid to Defendants, as set forth above, plus all costs,

interest and attorney fees.
SEVENTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Accounting)
(Against Powerhouse and Rohead)

96.  FCC.com incorporates by reference the above allegations.

97.  Defendants, in their capacity in dealing with the ILECs on behalf of FCC, owed a
fiduciary and confidential relationship with FCC.com.

98.  Defendants have secretly reached side agreement with the ILECS for Defendants’
benefit, to the detriment of FCC.com, including by directly taking monies from ILECs that
otherwise belonged to FCC.com, which monies FCC.com is rightfully entitled to.

99.  Defendants have refused to account for the monies they have taken from the
ILECs pursuant to Defendants secret and unlawful conducts set forth above.

100. FCC.com is entitled to an accounting from Defendants on the amounts and dates
of receipt of these monies, the source of these monies, and the whereabouts and use of such
monies.

101. The information to be accounted is in exclusive possession of Defendants.

102. Defendants are obligated to pay for such accounting.

103.  On completion of the accounting, FCC.com is entitled to judgment distributing

these monies realized from Defendants directly from the ILECs, in an amount to be determined,

plus costs, interest, and attorney fees.

15



EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Unjust Enrichment)
(Against Powerhouse and Rohead)

104. FCC.com incorporates the preceding paragraphs by reference.

105. FCC.com has conferred a benefit on the Defendants, including without limitation
by providing ILECs with services for which each ILEC compensates Defendants, without
Defendants having compensated FCC.com for providing such services.

106. FCC.com is entitled to compensation and damages from Defendants for doing so.

107. Defendants accepted the benefits of the FCC.com’s efforts, albeit without
informing FCC.com, and did so under circumstances whereby it would be inequitable for
Defendants to retain benefits without paying the value thereof.

108. FCC.com is entitled to a judgment against Defendants in an amount to be
determined at trial, including without limitation the return and disgorgement of all monies paid
to Defendants, plus costs, interest and attorney fees.

NINTH CAUSE OF ACTION
(Declaratory Relief)
(Against Powerhouse and Rohead)

109. FCC.com incorporates by reference all above allegations as though fully set forth
herein.

110. There exists an actual, ripe and justiciable controversy between FCC.com and
Powerhouse.

111.  Such controversy includes, among other things, that Defendant Powerhouse has

represented to FCC.com its position that FCC.com still owes Powerhouse certain monies under

the Consulting Agreement. FCC.com disputes this position, and to the contrary, takes the

16



position that Defendant Powerhouse has breached the terms of the Consulting Agreement, and by
such breach and other unlawful conduct set forth above, Defendant Powerhouse is not entitled to
any further benefit under the Consulting Agreement, and in fact, is obligated to pay to FCC.com
all monies it has received directly from the ILECs for FCC.com minutes, along with damages,
costs, and attorney fees.

112. Declaratory relief will settle the controversy, and effectively clarify and resolve
the rights and obligations of the parties between each other with regard to the controversy
addressed above.

113. FCC.com requests a declaratory judgment, seeking declaration of its rights under
the Consulting Agreement, and the rights and obligations of Defendant Powerhouse under the
Consulting Agreement, including without limitation the following declaration:

a. That the Consulting Agreement between FCC.com and Defendant
Powerhouse is terminated;

b. That Defendant Powerhouse is not entitled to any further
enjoyment, benefits, or monies pursuant to the Consulting
Agreement;

C. That Defendants Powerhouse and Rohead are obligated to pay to
FCC.com all monies that Powerhouse received directly from the
ILEC:s as a result of FCC’s services to such ILECs;

d. That Defendants Powerhouse and Rohead are obligated to pay
FCC.com for all damages, costs, and fees incurred by FCC.com as

a result of Powerhouse’s unlawful conduct set forth above;
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€. For costs, interest and attorney fees; and
f. For additional relief and declarations, as are determined
appropriate at the time of trial or otherwise.

WHEREFORE, FCC.com requests the following relief:

I. On each Cause of Action, judgment and declaratory relief and equitable in favor
of Plaintiffs and against Defendants as pled, including all available damages, including punitive
damages, interest, and costs and attorney fees as allowed by law.

IL For costs and attorney fees.

III.  For all other just and equitable relief as is appropriate.

DEMAND FOR JURY TRIAL

Pursuant to Fed. R. Civ. P. 38, Plaintiffs requests a jury trial on all issues so triable.

DATED this 16™ day of November 2007.

& GJEENWOOD, P.C.

H

¥ Magleby
Christine T. Greenwood
Jason A. McNeill
Attorneys for Plaintiffs Free Conference Call Holding, Inc.
and Free Conferencing Corporation
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